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task significance, feedback from the job itself, and opportunities to
deal with others); perceived environment.chtratteristics- (perceptions
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fair, caring, and characterized by the involvement of professional
staff in decision making); and salary level. Based on multiple
regression analyses, findings. included: age and sex were significant
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satisfied than yo'unger or male administrators; three job
characteristics were sigpificantly associated with job satisfaction

'.(autonomy, skill variety and amount of feedback from'the job itself);
perceivin9 the environment as fair was the only environmental
characteristic not signit4apfly associated with saCitfaction, while
perceiVing a caring atmosphere at the /institution was the most
significant environmental' predictor. (SW)
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ABSTRACT

?actors Contributing to Job.Satisfaction
of University Mid - Level Adm.friiatrators

N

Based on theories linking job characEeristics and environmental
characteristics to .job satsifaction, this paper reports the results of,a stldy-
offactors associated with.the,job satisfaction,,,otmid-4evel administrators 10-
higher education.. The results are based on'survey data collected from 260
administrators at a large research university. Multiple regression analyses
indicated that several job 'characteriltics (especially autonomy) and several.
environmental characteristics (especially the degree to which the institution.
ia..perCeived as having a.;faring" atmosphere) explain significant percentages
of'variance in job satiailiEtion. tmplications of the results are discussed.

4

a.



,

St.

1 .

Wile 70 research attention focusep.on the career development, morale,

and je.b-satisfaction of faculty members and senior'administrators in higher
. .

education,,, less is known about aspects orthel work experience of-mia-level

'administrators in academe.. These administrators dOnot.have their primary
1. ..

appointments as-faculty vmbera but rather hold administrative posts in such

offieea as admissions, financial aid,'phydical plant, counseling, and

institutional development. Typiielly, they report :to the top-'level officers

and often supervise assistants and first-line administrators.

Several themes often appear in the literature concerning these mid-Level

administrators iu higher education. First, they ate ackowledged to be crucial

to the successful operation of colleges and Univeraities,-since they conduct
4,

many of..the transactions and provide many of the serviis which suppor

learning and research activities. A second theme in the literature focuses on

the challenges and limitationi facing mid-level administrators.. As "linking

I
Api " in organizations, they face conflicting demands from faculty members,

.., ,
administrators, and.students. The literature suggests that'they often are

barred from participation in the determination of institutional goals and

missions, limited in opportunitie4 for upWard: mobility, bestowed with minimail
.

rawards,'and accorded less than full respect from faculty members'(Kanter, '

1979; Scott, 1978). Using a rather graphic comparison, a recent article
1111 .4 tqw

suggests that the middle manals work experience in academe might be likened

to "a dog's life," where the pcssibilitOs for progress, change, as* full

respect are remote (Kraus, 1983, p. 29). 1

Theseconditioas could cause mid-level administrators to be a

disaffected, dissatisfied, frWstrated constituency within higher education.

While the relat nship between satisfaction and productivity is not yet

,entirely clea such' attitudes and related' behaviois seem likely to lessen the
0

.!

productivity and quality of work of these 'etademic administrators.

114
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Furthermore, lower-.levels of satisfaction among an important group within a
:

university community, might neltivel'Y affect the, climate or culture of the
.

organizat1on. In cOntradt.to expected dissatisfaction from repOrte'd

frustrations-, however; the empirical research on middle administrators

higher education It ditStes that they -feel generalli high satisisfaction. with
1

theist work. -Tn fact; fiAdings of high satisfaction ,are" reported in studies

conducted ineach of the three most recent decades (Bess and Lodahl, 1969;

Solmon and Tierney, 1977; Scott; I978;Austi0, 1984).

The Bess and1,odahl study (1969) ,included a sample of aiministrat. in

ig Ten and Ivy League institutions holding posts in adtissions, financial

,

aid, student personnel, the registrar's office,'institutional research, -and
,

university relations. Among other.queetions, the study examined their overally
.

.N ..
-\ --..

satisfaCtion with their work; fifty percent of the 69 respondents indicated

they "very satisfied".and another 45 percent described themselVes as'

"fairly satipfied". When specific aspects of'satisfaction were examined, the

respondents reported greatest satisfaction with the institution and with their

relations.With their peers'and supervisors, and least satisfaction with salary

levels. Results howed.that "leSs than half; the sample worted beinglery

satisfied with opportunities for personal growth, autonomy, learning, and

exercising special abilities." The authors suggested that while social needs.

appeared to be satisfied, "subsistence and,growth heeds are being frustrated"

(p. 227).
-

The Solmon'and Tf.erney Study (1977) ofapproximately 200 administrapy'rs,'

(including presidents, vice prsidents, deans, 'and director6 of admission

financial aid, and the registrar's office) At 22 ptivate liberal Arts colleges

similarly Showed respondents to. be satisfied with many aspects of their work.

In addition, tni researchers concluded that aspects of job satisfaction were

significantly enhancedby.7the behaviors (the administrators] valuei4

i
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;subordinates, perceptions of attributes by which the institution rewards.

C; ; .
-0 . . i , . , ..

.

admintatrators, and congruency betwegn these perceptions and the behavtots,',
- . .

.

valued by individual adinietrators" (p. 429): The mid level adminIstrators

studied &Scott's research (1978) also indicated high satisfaction; Scott

summarized that "most satisfaction was found, in opportunities to help students
.

+4. s,

and staff, and with the opportunity to act independently and to make an impact

,

on one's organization" (p. 2'6).

This study.continues the work begun by Be s.14 and Lodahl <19691, Solmon and

:Tierney (1977), and Scott.(1978). Using multiple regressions, it attempts Co

develop a model that identifies the relative weight of several variable sets

in contributing to general )ob satis action of academic mid-level

administrators. The variable seta and analyses are based on conceptikal

frameworks concerning job design and jobsatisfaction that have gained.

)0creasing attention.aince the three studies reviewed were conducted.
4

'

The issue of administrators' satisfaction, with.theirwOrk continues to be

important for several .reasons. First, since mid-level administrators. are

$
critical to.the deity operations of a university or college, the way in. which

. . .

r.. , ,.--

they perceive-and-experience their work may have implications for the,

institution. Second, goirven'present condition4 of fis61 constraint in

academe, some administrative personnel, may find that options 'to .pursue

professional growth through mobility are reduced. Under such conditions,

institutions may wish 'to consider ways to enhan54.the satisfaction of staff

members who have little choice but a.long tenure with one'-brganization.%

Tinally, articles such as KrausYs (1983) conti.nue to emphasize frustrations.-:

And problems' in the work experience of academic mid - level administrators,'

even as research ii.tudies point tolligh levels of satisfaction. 'This paper'

contributes to a better, understanding of that seeming Contmadiction.

-q
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This study

Theoretical framework,

is.basedon conceptual frameworks that posit certPin job

characte,tistics and certain edvironmental characteristics to enhance

buecomes.as job satisfaction,
.

productigity of performncei.

such

organizational cotmittent,andquality and

Hackman and Oldham (1980) and .SUper and Hall .-,

(1978) have emlsizecrthe impvtance of key job characteristics in affecting'

work experinnA.4. Hackman and Oldham (1980)'; posit a model of job design in

which various job .Characteriskics Contribute to certain psychological states

aftociated'with such outcomes'as'high general job §atisfactApn, high internal

work motivation, and high work effectiveness. The cote job characteristics in

their model are skill variety, task identity, task.significance, autonomy, and

feedback from the job. The opportunity to deal with others AlroUgh one's' work

is an ltpottant Characteristic also. Similarly, Super and Hall (1978) posit

career satisfaction to be influenced poditively by autonomy in conducting.

one's responsibilities, a sense of challengetin the work, and appropriate and
, r

sufficient rewards.

Other researchers and theorists are:emphasizing:the beneficial restilt's

associated withNenvironments characterized by participation, opennesd, and

Collaboration

i

(Kanter:, 1083; Ouchi, 1981; Powers and Power's, 1983).

Otganiz4ions that promote a sense of fairness, a sense of caring and support,

among employees, and.staftlinvOlvement in decision-making find they generate

many good ideas and often better decisiOns. Furthermore, open, caring;
11

. .

participative environments respond to individuals' needs for psyChologiCal

growth,.autonomy,-and personal achioVementr Greater. .individual Satisfaction.

as well as increased productivity are likely
.

Given:t ese theories, one might'expect-the satisfaction of mid- level

adihinistratot s in academe to 'be related to their perceptions of.

characteristics of their jobs as well as their perceptions of environmental
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,

Characteristics. More speCifiaally, such" job characteristics, as aufonomy,..

skill variety, 'task significance, opporlpitiels to deal wfth.others, and

.

2

feedback provided from doing Ehe job:would be expected to relate positively. to

general" job satisfaction an to acCounttor.a'hubstantial portion of the.

variance in.ydividuals' .job satisfaction over and above t4e variance
. ,

accounted for by differences in individual/5 on.persOnal dimensions.

lEnvAonmentaI characteristics such -as the degree to Which adpinistrators
. .

pedtive thi environment to be fair, caring, cooperative;. and one in which
. .

professional. staff areinvolvOd in.decision44aking also Would be expected to
11

relate positively, to job satisfaction and. to account signifiCantly for

variance in job satisfaction scores. Since the extrinsic reward of salary is;'

often used as a motivat8r,, Ft might account for some differences in.'

satisfaction of administratprs. However, Herzberg's (1973) theory, though

debated, suggests that an extriqic reward such as salary may have more

relationship to dissatisfaction than it 46es to satisfaction. Furthermore,

one might' expect the general job satisfaction of mid-level administrators in

academe(as compared to comparable administrators mother sectors) to'be more;

related to thdit perceptions of characteristics of their jobs and of the work'

envisOnment:than to salary; after all, they have chosen to take positions in

. ,

an organizational sector whoseeculture typically emphasizes Service-rather
. i

than profit.

Building on these frameworks, this study examines sejSrat sets of

variablesias possible correkates ofacademic mid-level administrators' general

,

job satisfaction: Personal' Charateristics (included in this study at.t. sex,

age," and number.. of years employed at /the uni1ersity); 2) Perceived Job
1

'Characteristics (included in this study are skill ilarietY, task:significance,

:autonomy, feedback from the job itself, and opportunities to teal with .

Others); 3) Perceived Environmental Characteristics (included in this study.
i

?
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,Ire adigInistAtors'iperceptiOris of the degree to whih..the university's ' ,

,

.

environment is Coopeative, fair, caring, and characterized, by the involvement.

v

of professional:staff .1%detision-Making); and 4) One.Extrinsic Characteristic

(salary level).

While the literature offers various perspectives on job satisfaction,.

this study uses Hackman and Oldham's (1980).defitiition of general fob

satisfaction as "an overall measure of the'degree to which the employee is

satisfied and happy!in his.orr her work." Thus, it is viewed in this study as

an attitude that continues fiver time; is identifiable by'a respondent, and la-
c

measurable on a set of Likert-scale items.

The study is deSigned to analyze ..correlates of job satisfaiionoof
4

mid-leveladministrators in aCademe. More specifically, the, study addresses

several related quesitons: 1) Taking each variable set alone, how much

variability. in job satisfaction is accounted for by the personal.v4riableg,

.., the job characteristics, by .the environmental characteristics, 1.nd by, the'

extrinsic characteristic of salary? 2) Within.each of the three variable

sets, what specific faCtors are associated significantly with general job.,

satisfaction? .3) When the variable sets are.taken.together, how much

variability in job satisfaction is explained by the variable sets included in

the study's conceptual model?
.

Method

Sample

4

Data for this study were collected part of a survey concerning aspects

of university mid-level adminiitrators' work experience conducted during late
t .

winter, 1982 and. early spring, 1983. The sample for the study included 424

individuals at a large; public research university who met the definition, of

mid-level administrator as'one!whd reports to the top-level officers' of a

if(
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.'univerSity or college or to administratorsioften supervises
4

/
. .. ..,

.

r
.

.

.
.

,
.

.',assistants, but does .not hold a primary -appointment as a .facuy member.

7

Rather, such-an individual' would Mold an administrhti/ve pose in.an office such

as admissions, financial aid,' physical plant, or institutional development. A
A

62 percent response rate (NA260) was obtained' to the survey.

Measures

Data on several sets of variables were tollected,through the survey and

used, in *Ls study. Details pertaining to the IneasUrement,"of,variables in

each variable set are desctibed below. Table t shows intexcoirelations

between.a variables included in this study.

InSert Table 1. approximately here.]

. 14

Demdgraphic*Data

The demographic data used in the study tncliuded sex, age, and number 'of .

years employed at the university where the study was conducted..,

Job Characteristics

The Job.chiricteristic varlables, developed 4,nd tested .by Hackman and

Oldham, (1980) as part of their Job Diagnostic Survey, included respondents'

perceptions of the degree tdwhich their posittons involve skill variety, task

significance, autonomy, feedback from the job\ttself, and opportunities to

deal with others. Except :for feedback from the.job itself, \the variables were

eructed from- two or three surve*,items each. -Feedback frOm the job was

measured by one item only. 'Each jab charac eristic variable was measured on a 7 ,

,

.

one to seven Likerilike scale (1 lowi 7 , Definitions of each

variable are provided below:

I a
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a) Skill- ifariety: u'rhe a Air4M0. Which the 'job reqnfres a variety of
di(ferent actiyitles fn .carrying out the work, involving the use of a .

-

nuaber ,pf different skills and talents of the person" (Hackman' and'
.01dhilm,1.980, p. 78). -

'' 'ii. .,. \
,

, .

11
b) Task 'Significance: "The degree to which-thejob has substantial

impact ott the lives of '*other people, whetherthose people are in the
4 immediate organization on in the world at l rge" (Hackman and Oldham,

1980, p. 79).

,,c

c) Autonomy: "The degree'to which .the job-ptoVi' antial freedom,'

h inaependence,(and diScretion.to the individual ling the Work
and in determining the procedures to-be used.in-carrying it out"
(Hackman -and Oldham, 1980, p..80).

)
d) Feedback from the Job Itself: "The degree to which carrying out the

work activities required by.the job provides the individual with
,direct and clear information about the'effedtiveness of his or her
performance" (Hackman and Oldham; 1980, p. 80).

e) .Opportunities to Deal. With Others: "The degree to which the. job
requires employees to work..closely with other people in carrying out
the work activities (including dealings with other organization
members and with external organizational clients')" (Hackman and

1980,..P. 104). 0

Environmentaqfharacteristics

The environmental variables were developed, tested, and revised

specifically for the survey-instrument by the researcher. These variables

Also were measured on one to seven Likert-like scAes (1 444 lows. 7 =,high). a d'

Measured responintstperceptions of the degreeto which the environment

reflects particular characteristics.' Perceptio s of the following.

characteristics were investigated:

a) ,Caring Environment: The degree to which the environment is
characterized by a sense of personal concern and support among and
between those working in it:

b) Cooperative Workplace: The degree to which-the environment is'
characterized by a sense of cooperation' and helpfulness among and
between those working in. it.,

01.

0- Fair Environment: The degree to which the environment is
dharadterizedas one in which policies,decisinns, and interactions .

Are governed by a sense of fairness. 4

A

12
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professional. 'Staff Involved in Decision-Making: The degree to which
. professional staff are invof6d.in decision-making at the
.institution..

I ,
-'........,-- ,

.... , .

Extrinsic iCharacteristc
.. . 9..,..

1

,

Only one.extrinsicchaticteriatiC of a respondent's work; salary-, was 4w.,

i
.included in this study. Information,conberning salary:Was collected according a

,k . .

4 / ,

to-levels; while the first bevel included'salaries under $15;000, levels

beginnihg at $15,000 increased at $5,000 intervals (1.el, $15,00Q to $19.,999;
,

I.

. :,,..,$20,000 to .$24,999).. lti \
A ,

'.. 7..

;Greneral JoNStisfoaction

The dependent variable, job aatisfaction,.is an index bled the mean.

ofltegverai,iteis and develoPed.;an tested by Hackman'And Oldham (1980). This
"0".r.. .

. variable was defined previously,-.Ahd Is measured by the mean of such questions

..as "Generally speaking'; how satisfied Are you with your jobl!, "HowH
_

.

.
. .

. .

frequently do you think of quitting the job?" (reverse scored), and "Hoy

. .. '.

satisfied are'yom with the kind* functions and taskk:you perform in your
.

-.t...

job?" (Hackman and Oldham,-1980). The job satisfaction variable also was
, .:.,

*

measured.on a seven-point .Likerike,!scale (1 7 low, 7 high).

Statistical Method
.1

! )

Multiple regresMon Analyses were used,to examine the :relationships' of

administrators' personal d*retetisti65, perceptions of job ffiar4ctertAtiCe

1 ,

Maryand environmental characteristice, and the extrinsic characteristic- of sary
.

consisted"to,lob satiafaction. Of two parts. First, the

relationship of each aet oUlndegandent vartabes to .the dependent variable of

satisfaction -was tested.-- set,'a stetiWisa entry.process was used
. - .

. in order to .determine the' iiiipOrtance of each- independent variable, followed" by
, .

e't
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v
forced entry of the remaining varlebles. Following the analyses of the

41

relationship of each set of independent variables to satisfaction,. another

10
multiple regression utiliting a seekise entry process wpsi condutted; in this

regression, only variables which had been shown to be significant predictors
,

in the previous analyses were included in each s t entered.' tirgting dati in

the'regression analyses were recoded'with the gro p mean appropriate f?r the
.

variable, .a Procedure whiCh contributes to a conservative. analysis,

Results

'The respondents indicated that their general job satisfaction was rather.

high. On a one'to*seven scale, (1 low, 7 high), the meant satisfaction

score was 5.49 (Standlkd Deviation, 1.12). The multiple. regression analyses

. .

. showed ehat, taken as individual sets, personal characteristics; perceived job

characteristics,. and perceiied'environmental characteristics all related.

11

significantly to administrators" job satisfaction, as did the extrinsic reward,

salary.

[Insert TaSle approximately here.

Within ttie sets, the stepwise-regressions indicated those specific variables

significantly explaining variance in job aatisfaction snores.

4-
[Tnsert Table 3 and Table 4 approximately ,here.

Personal Characteristics: When the personal'variables were tested (see

i

Tables 2kand 3), age entered the.stepWise regression first, indicating that. it

was the strongest of the' three predictors. Older admintstratdrs tended to, be

more'saXisfied. Sex also was significant as a predictor of satisfaction, with

women, soewhat more satisfied than men. Numbbr of years of employment at the

university did not enter as a. Significant predictor. Table 4 iadi that

14
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the two"`' significant 'personal variables together acccounted for:seven percent

tof thq variance in mid - 'level administrator's' job satisfaction.

Joh Characteristics:. Administrators' perceptions of characteristics of

their jobsalso significantly predicted level of general job' aaiis ion (see

Tabp 2). In the stepwise regression, autonomy.entered first, Accounting for

19 percent of the variation in job satisfaction,..followed by. skill variety on

the second step,.and feedback. Itom the job itself on the-third step. Neither

.perception of the extent to iihich the .position involves interacting with others

nor percepEion of the task significance of the job related significantly to the

general job satisfaction of_the mid-gevel administrators in the sample (see

Table 3 and 4):. The three job characteristics significantly associated with

general satisfaction together accounted for 31 percent of the variance in the
t

dependent variable (see Tables 2 and 4).. More satisfied administrators rated

theit positions as being higher in.autonomy, skin variety, and amount, of

feedback from the job itself than did less satisfipd.administrators.

Environmental Characteristics: Of the four environmental characteristics,

only perception of"the degree to which the environment is fair was not

significantly associated ith job satisfaction (see Table 11. The three
low

significant environmental characteristics together explained 17 percent'of the

variatio n administrators' job satisfaction '(see Table 2). Administratois'

perception of the degree to which their workplace has-kv_caring environment

entered the' equation on the first step Ind accounted fbr 11 percent of the'
.

variation.in job satisfaction-scores. Perception of the degree to which the

work environment- can be characterized as cooperative ehtered:Sn the second step
'C

of the multiple regression, adding 4 percent to. the explained variance.

11

Perception of the degree to' which professional.stalf are involved in decision
.

4 *Nspaking entered at the third step and explained an additional two percent of the

15
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variance (see Table 4). More satisfied administrators-Ated the environment

is,more,caring and 'cooperative and perceived professional staff to be more

involved in decision-making than 1110,d less Satisfied administrators.

4
Extrinsic Characteristic: The'onlyextrinsic variable included in this

study, level of salary, related significantly to administrators job

Satisfaction < .01), buttaken alphe, only accounted for three percent of

the variance i e.depeident'variable(see.T ables 2, 3, and 4). Compared to

, the amount of variance accounted for by the job characteristics. or the

environmental characteristics, salary was not as strong a predictor' of job

satisfaction for the mid -level administrators in the' study.

Regression with Variable Sets:AwAthr the analyses of the relatiOnship. of

each set of variables, taken individually, to .job satisfaction, a setwise

entry process was used (including onlythe,significant variables in each set)
f

. 4
to investigate the total variance in job" satisfaction' accounted for by the

variable sets included in the conceptual 'Model. The overall analysis after

personal.; job, and environmental variables were included in the model provided

a multi-variate F of 22.32, significant at the .001 level (see Table-5) The

three sets of variables together accounted for 140 percent.of the variance in

.
administrators' job satisfaction. After differences in' satisfaCtiOn related

to the personal characteristics of 'age and sex were accounted'for (predicting

7 percent of the 'variance in the dependent variable), the job characteristics

set explkined 27 percent more of the variance. The environmental

characteristics, after removing differrces in satisfaction accounted 4 Y4p b

personal characteristics and. perceptions of job characteriiiics, added 'another

6 perCent to the explanatory' power of the model. After differences due to ,

"personal, job, and envirombental 'characteristics were removed, salary was .not

significantly related to satisfaction and did not enhance th*.pbwkr of the

4 16
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model to explain variance in the.satisfaction'score.

eft
Discussion

This study confirms previous research in finding that general job

satisfaction of tie academic mid-level administrators studied is quite high.

This study contributes to the literature ly evaluating.the*relative itgortanCe

of several variable sets,. as they elate to administrators' satisfaction. Each

set of variables Included in the conceptual model alone was related
a

significantly to satisfaction; though the extrinsic characteristic ofsalary

level explained no additional variance after the.other three variable sets

Were in.the equation. The job characteristics appear especially important in

relation to satisfaction, followed by perceptions' of environmental

characteristics.

When personal characteristics were exemined, it is not surprising that

age was.found positively and significantly associated with satisfaction.

Other studies (Hall,:Schneider, and Nygren, 1970; Mowdar, Porter, and Steers,

1982) have! shown such variayles as satisfaction and organize iOnal commitment

,
to increase over time. As one gets older, one. likely wishe to perceive one's

situation in the best possible light. People want to believe thattheir life

decisions have been good ones: Furthe.riore, as employees get older, they

often eeceive higher salaries, more challenging responsibilities, and greater

autonomy (Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982). Anbther interpretation of this

findinwmight be that older people are more realistic and less idealistic in

their expectations of their work than their younger mAlleagues. Consequently,

they may experience more satisfaction under ,similar conditions.
. ,

,

. The finding that the job'characteristic opt taken alone. explained 31
! .

Percent of the variance in satisfaction sdoreIuggests-the merit in theories.

that point to job design as'a key element associated with such outcomes as

1, 7
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satisfaction. Note should be taken that autonomy atone is the jingle greatest

otedictorba ong all variables included in the 'study. It accounts for almost

one-fift of the variability in the ,dependent variable. Administrators in
r.

this study perceived that they have considerable autonomy in their work. (mean

of,645 on'a seven-point scale). PreviOus research on icademic.mid-level

administrators also provided some findings concerning autonomy. In contrast

to this study, Bess and Lodahl.(1969) found autonomy to be among the leaSt

satisfying aspedts of mid-level'administrators' work. However, Scott (1978,

p. 26) "found opportunities to act independently" an area.of high satisfaction

among the administrators he studied. Perhaps the degree of autonomy mid - level.
. .

administrators enjoy in their own areas of, responsibility has increased in

the two decades between the Bess-and lodahl study and the research conducted

by Scott and-in this study. Furthermore, the present study did not fodils on

administrators' satisfaction specifically with the degree of their autonomy,

.

but rather Investigated the relationship between perceive_ autonomy and a

general sense of job satisfaction. One.might assume, however, that the high

mean score on the extent to which they perceived their positions as providing'

autonomy suggests the administrators in this study were quite satisfied with

this specifelimpect of their work.

Both written responses the respcindents.provided'to open-ended questions

on thesurvey and comments offered in a small number of interview' the.

researcher conducted with4some of the'respondents in the sample emphasized the

Importance of autonomy when the administrators evaluate their satisfaction.

with their work. For ekample, one mid-level administrator observed that the

university offers greatet autonomy to employees thah would be available in .

business and other sectors. He explained that he thrives when he has the N\

opportunity' to set: goals.

1.1



The finding:that autonomy is such.a critical job characteristic supports

much previous theoretical and empirical research on the:relationship between

job characteristics and satisfaction and productivity. Kohn (1976),. for

example, has emphasized that control over 'one's work is a triiical variably

for employees' in many workplaces. Though correlation does not imply

causation,-those interestOin,enhancing the satisfaction of academic

(..,Aid-level administrators. might provide an atmosphere in which these

professional staff can exercise maximum autonomy within their respective

Mains of responsibility. 4'-

Both skill variety,. diversity of tasks required in the..position) and
.

.

1 .

the amount of feedback from the job itself also contributed significantlyito
'44,

I

variance explained in administrators' general job satisfaction beyond that

explained by autonomy. Ln terms of skill variety, observation of the work of

mid-level administrators in various areas of the Univers y sugr,ts that

their daily tasip may be quite diverse by nature, even 'if a:fairly' regular

cycle.of'activities occurs over a longer period. -"For example,-an admissions,

director may lade similar, activities each year in getting a class in plade for

September, but the tasks each day are sure, to'be diverse and sometimes'

unexpected. The mean score (4.08) on..skill variety indicates 'that the

1
respondents in this atudy did perceive that they have moderately diverse

activities in their work. They'also rated feedbackobtained'fromAoing-the

job quite high (5.31). As with skill variety, this characteristic ,seems to be

an inherent part ortheir work. By interacting with colleagues, superiori:,

,and students.and engaging in their daily'work, mid-level administrators
.

receive some sense of "how things are going." That both skill variety and job

feedback, both Of which are built into thework of mid-level administrators,

19
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are related significantly to.general job satisfaction suggests)that the dairy

..0"-^c

i.activity of doing the work itself is ':rather satisfying for these

administrators. A

,
Brief comment shedld be made 'concerning the relationship of dealing" with

others. to general lob satisfAction. While'this variable was'not significantly

.related to general job -satisfaction in this study, .Scott (1978, p. 26)

k

repotted that "opportunities to7help'students and staff" were. aspects of great

satisfaction for the administrators he'studied. .While the findings from these,

studies seem to be contradictorythey can be reconciled. In. this study, the_

respondents were not asked how satisfied they were with this particular aspect

of their work. Rather, the study examined a set of variables to determine the

relatiVe.importance of each of them in predicting general job satisfaction.

While the respondents tay-have been quite .satisfied withtheir interactions

with. students and colleagues, these interactions accounted for no.more

variance in general satisfaction than mat already more powerful4explained

by the job characteristics of autonomy, skill variety, and feedback from doing

the job.

The set of environmental characteristics, taken alone, explained 17"---'7

percent of thevariance in general job satisfaction. ''In this. set of

var4ables,.-the perception of the:degree to which the envirommit is

Characterized by a sense-of caring and concern explained the greatest amount

of variance 4n the dependent variable. While they petce particular,

environment to be only moderately caring (mean 3.19), i iAlt was'

significantly related to satisfaction. This is' an environmental

characteristic that 'could certainly:be increased-through the tone Set by

senior administrators. Far example, one mid level administrator interviewed

explained that he "ela great satlifaCtiOn. when the prdsident of the

20



university takes the
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time to send emote of appreciation or coMmendOtion for a'

project particularly well-executed..
9

That the degree to which the administratori-perceived the environment to

be cha#actkrized by cooperatiorOwas related significantly to job Satisfaction

*4

is not surprising, given that,one presumably can do

am environment in which individuals are helpful and

one's work more easily in

coopefative with each

othet. However, .it is surprising that perception of the. degree to which

professional staff are involved in decision-making explained only an
t

add.tional two.percentaf the variance in job satisfaction, beyond th*

explanatory power of the two variables that entered .on the first and second

steps. Based on. the literature pointing to the benefits of more participatory

decision - making in organizations, one might have eXpected.this variable to

have entered at.an earlier step and to have accoun4d for more variation-.in

the'job satisfaction scores. Perhaps.mid-level administrators distinguish

in decisions atbetween, autonomy in their own,domain of work and participation

7

the level of institutional policy. The respondents indicated a fairly high
A

`degree of.autonomy (mean score, 6.05) and the regression. analyses shoWed

.,autonomy alone to account for almost one-fifth Of the variance in general job

satisfaction. In contrast; they indicated a much lower perception of the
.

degree to which professional staff are .involved in deeision-making (mean
me

score, 3.36)v and the regression analyses showed this variabto account for

less variation in job satisfaction. .Perhaps mid-level administrators derive

satisfaction 'from their autonomy within their 'own' domain of responilbility,

without expecting .a strong role in decision-making-at the level. of

institutional .policies.

The extrinsic variable, salary, related significantlx,to general jcib

satisfaction when taken alon4, but explained only 3 percent of the variance in

the dependent variable. Furthrmore, it added no explanatory power'beyond

Alk
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that accounted for by the' other.variable-sets. Several interpretations of :

this finding are'possible.. The.admirkstrators May, have chosen their positions
#

because of their intrinsic characteristics and the nature of the environment

in a university and may not base their satisfaction on their salary A

second interpretation, based on Herzberg's work'(1973),, suggests that,§alary

may not relate to satisfactiOn, but instead may play a role. on a

dissatisfaction scale. Other work bythis researcher ton work commitment
/ k

O

suggested that sal y and fringe benefits were not very important in

contributing to commitment', but did weaken committenL4f they wer4negiected

too greatly or threatened%(Austin, 1984). S'alary may relate to satisfaction

in a similar manner.

The'setwis regresiiodincluding all significant variables in each set

indicates that the conceptual model, including personal, job, and
.

environmental characteristics, explained 40 percent of the variance in job

satisfaction. Since the job characteristics and the environmental

characteristics explained 33 percent of the variance, beyond the personal

variables; they are clearly. important sets of variables. As expected from the

conceptual framework, the significant variables in each of these sets were

rerated positivdly to general job satisfaction. While other variables not

included in this study are required to explain the remaining variance, the

'results do oupport.the literature that associates satisfaction (as. well as

other outcomes) with certain job characteristics and environmental

characteristics.

Bicausa the study was conducted at one university,, its results have

limitations's- Nevertheless, several recftmendations can be made based on this

study and consistent with findings from other researth on mid-level

administrators as-well as other employee groups. Since several job And

'4
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.environmental characteristicq explain substantial amounts of variance, senior
0

administrators might encourage the development of those characteristics:

First,' *hile correlation does not imply causation, it seems-likely that.

greater_autbnomy relates to increased levels of general satisfaction. The

,findings suggest, .'that administrators need not be involved in all decisions,

4:

Abut within their4Own.domains of responsibility., their autonomy is very

important to them. Second, since an environment characterized by' a 'sense of.
* .

. care and concern relates to satiefaction, sentor administrators might strive

to eXpress recognition and appreciatioh. for the work of mid-level

adpinistrators: Third, from this study, no assumption should. be made that
.

salary is-not important to mid - level administrators. Though it does not

appear to explain much additional variance in general satisfaction, other

research suggests that it may be a.factor in weakening satisfaction, if

neglected. While this study emphasizes the association of Certain intrinsic

job characteristiCs.and environmental charaaeeristics to satisfaction, salary'

levels should be treated with care.

Whilesome of the,findings in this study confirm previous research, this

research contributes to the literature by examininiLthe power of certain sets

of job and environmental characteristics; chosen Ur'incluston in the study on

the.basis of current theories Concerningijoili design and work environmenis,.to

explain significant portions Of the variance in' mid -level administrators'
163 41' 4'

.

.
,general job satisfactidn%, While attention is often drawn to the frustrations%.

.

I
,

.
.

and limitations in the work experience of mid-level .adminisiratork, the

t.r
,

,

.results from this study show a high-level of general job-sathefaction'amOng

this group and suggest .that.a 'substantial" potion of that satisfaction is

related to the characteristics of the job itself and certain features Ofthe
.

envirogment. While frustrations should noi'he ignored it is heartening 'that

it

.
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.much in the work itself is. satisfying. Furthermore, the' environmental

characteristics related to satisfaction' can be influenced by senior,

administrators and. faculty. In circumstances where such frustrations -as
.

20

limited Mobility options or restricted advancement' possibilities cannot be

changed, efforts to support and improve the job and environmental

characteristics shown in thft study to relate,to general.job satisfaction

4.,

might be beneficial'for midlevel administrators as individuals' and for the

quality of their work in the organization.

24
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TABLE 1

Intercorrect ions Among 'All 'Variables
4

. Included in Study

1. Years Employed at University

2.- Age .

Variable6

3. Skill Variety

5. Autonomy

4. Task Significance

4

6. Feedback from Job'
I.

7. Dealing with Offers

8. Caring Environment

9. Cooperative Environment

10. Professionaqtaff Involved

11. Salary

12. Jpb Satisfaction

A

1 2 3 4' 5

1.00

.63 1.00

.05 .02 1.00

..10 .16 .25 1.00

.11 .04 .40 .24 .00

-.05 .17 .29 .26' .26;

-.12 -.12 .27_ .28 .18.

.22 .30 .08 .1.1 .17

.30 .25 .20 .18 .23"

. .05 .12 .26 . .13 .25

.28 .34 .16 .20. .19

.19 .24 '.44 .26 -.44

25

6 7 8 9 10 '11 12

1.00

.16

.05

.20

.24

I.06.

.36

1.00

-.10 1.00

.43 1.00

.03 .45. :34' 1000..

.15 .27 .26 .25. 1.00,

.10 :33 .32 .18 1..00

C.-
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4.1

TABLE 2,

Multiple Correlation Coefficient and Percent of Variadce
in. Job Satisfaction Explained by Variables Sets With
Only Significant Variables. Included in Each Set

22

Variable Set df

I
4

T

Personal Characteristics

Job Characteristics

. Environmental Characteristics.

Extrinsic Reward'

* P < .05 .

** P .01.

*** P T..001

0..

1

o
,- . . o

I

sDJ 40 640

. . .

.27 .07 2/257. 10.33***

'-'.'56 .31 . ' 3/256 39.66***

,

A

r42 . .17 3/256 LS.***
..

.18 ' .03 1/258 8.57** 4
,

e

I

7. I

A

A.
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. TABLE 3

V

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis
of Each Variable Set on Job Satisfaction.

2S

Variable Set
Source of
Variation .01 SD Beta

Personal

Characteristics

Job
Characteristics

Environmental
Characteristics

ts.

Extrinsic .

Characteristics

A,

Age
Sex
Years Employed
at University

Autonomy
Skill Variety
Feedback-from
Job,

Dealing with

Othersv
Taak Significance

w.

Caring Environment,
Cooperative

Environment
Professional Staff

InVolved in

Decision-Making
Fair Environment

Salary

46.46
1.26

14.46

9.51 7.71**
.44 4.55*

.22

.13.

8.33 .97 .408
o

6.05 23.44***.
4.08 .66 19.96***

.28

.26

5.31 . 1.22 14.81*** $20

6.41 .71 2.16 -408
5.83 .98 3.18 .10

3.191ke-` .98 5.52* .1/

5.79 .9.3 8.23** .19

3.36 1.00 6.08* .16

3.69 .11 .02

5.44c 1.91 8.57 ** .18

Scale'for Means Of Job Characteristic andEweironmental Characteristic
variables (1 = Low, 7 = High)

6- Univariate F at end of Analyss
A score of.5 represents a salary leyel between $30,000 and $34,999.

* P < .05
** P .01

*** P 7,491

r,
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0. TABLE 4

Summary 9f Significant Steps
in Each Variable Set

To Predict Administrators' Job Satisfaction

RL Gain

.07 .01

.19

.27 . .08

.31 ..04

;.11
.
-

.15 .04

f
4

..11 .02

Step . Variable That Enters
,

Personal Characteristics

1 Age ,.06

2 Sex
.

q.

Job Characteristics

'Autonomy

2. Skill/fariety

3 . Feedback from Job

41'

Environmental? Characteristics
41-

4

1
,

Caring Environment
di

2 Cooperative Environment

3 Professional Staff
Involved in Decision-
Making L

Extrinsic Reward

1. Salary 3

24

df F

1/258 16.45***

2/257. 10.33***

1/258 63.71***.

2/257 49.38***

3/256 39.66***

1/258 34.31***

2/257 24.06 * ** ,

3/256 18.79***

- - 1/258 8.57**

* P < .05
** P < .01

**it P ZI .001
NW*

29
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1104,
. TABLE 5

Summary of, Multiple Regression Using foux Sets of Significant Variables
to Predict Administratoisv. Aptisfacion

Step

1.

2

Source of Variation

: Personal Characteristics

Age'

Sex

Job Characteristic's

Environmental Characteristics

Catidg EriVironment

Cooperative Environment
Professional Staff Involved

in Decision7Making

Extrinsic_,C.haracteristic

Salary

Autonomy
Skill Variety'

.

Feedback from ob

Partial
F df R. -R2 R2

10.33**4 2/257 ...27 .07

28.30*** 5/254 .60 .34

19.77*** 9/250 .64 .39

-22.32**T"111, 8/251 .64. .40

F for

Signifi
.cance of

Change fietaa

37.36***

.13

.10

-8.28***

.06

.21

.07

.03

* P, .05

** P < .01

*** P < .001

a Beta at' end o ,equ'ation when first 3 variable seta are entered.
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